The Mappamundi of Fra Mauro, 1459, in its portrayal of Russia, is far ahead of its time. The Don is made to flow from a lake (not from the Riphaean Mountains) into a reasonably accurate Sea of Azov. A long Volga flows to the Caspian Sea, and it is this Volga, not the Don, that is suggested as the boundary between Europe and Asia.26 During the sixteenth century, geographical knowledge of Russia increased sufEciently for it to be realized that there was no narrow isthmus but a general eastward broadening of Europe into Asia; and that the Don was a relatively small river confined to the southern part of Russia and not in itself capable of forming the eastern boundary of the continent. Geographers were faced with the problem of reconciling classical authority with geographical reality. The results were found to be unsatisfactory: firstly, because they were arbitrary and academic boundaries bearing no relationship to what Europe meant to most people and, secondly, because they divided Russia into two.
From attempts by geographers to adapt the classical boundary to this growing knowledge of Russia, there came several boundaries, each of which predominated for a period. But it must be stressed that, although there were at various times prevailing boundaries, each had many variations and rival lines continued to appear. There was never general agreement about any particular boundary. The problem of the great expanse of Russia northwards from the sources of the Don was at first solved by drawing a straight line until it met the White Sea at Archangel or its vicinity (Fig. 4) . 
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century despite the claims of newer alternatives.27 Two other boundaries were favoured by most seventeenth century geographers: the Don-Dvina line and the Don-Volga-Kama-Ob line. As the century progressed, the latter gained in popularity and by the end of the seventeenth century it had established itself as the usual boundary, a position which it held well into the eighteenth. Two lesser seventeenth century alternatives were a Don-Volga-Pechora line,28 and a line drawn from the Don bend straight to the mouth of the Ob. 29 It was natural that, as knowledge of northern Russia spread, one of the northflowing rivers should take the place of the straight line of the earlier boundary, especially as there was classical authority for such a river. Although classical authority was throughout this period the main factor in determining the European boundary, political considerations became of increasing weight. Thus the Don-Volga-Ob line was justified by Cliiver not only because it allegedly had the best classical basis, but because "the whole of Great Russia, which is also called Muscovy, is thus contained in one Europe, whereas hitherto the greater part of it has been placed in Asia by the geographers of our age, using a line drawn from the Don source to the White Sea, which they derived from the erroneous belief of 
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The Ural Mountains-Ural (or Emba) River-Caspian-Caucasus boundary that is conventional today was introduced in France early in the nineteenth century. Occasionally the depressions within and north of the Caucasus, rather than the mountains themselves, carry the line from the Caspian to the Black Sea (Fig. 7c) . In 1803, Mentelle and Brun, after mentioning that "there is no agreement on the boundaries to be given to Europe," put forward a Urals-Emba-Caspian-Caucasus line. They attacked the Strahlenberg-Pallas boundary, although it had been "welcomed by all the German geographers," because it arbitrarily cut the Volga basin in two. 76 (Fig. 5) . A few were not content to rely merely on physical geography but brought in human factors. Hase tried to draw a line between Slav and Tartar (Fig. 7B) .
Ritter claimed that the Strahlenberg line was not only the "natural boundary," but the racial, economic and human one as well, and Hahn had similar pretensions for his own suggestion.83 Mackinder took an individualistic approach which also ignored the Urals (Fig. 7E) . He ran a line from Petersburg to the Volga, and after including the lowTer Kama valley, followed the Volga to the Don bend, and then the Don to the Black Sea. Behind this line lay "the real Europe (Fig. 7E, line 4) . So that at the end of the nineteenth century there is a "natural" line (prevailing in Britain and France) and a "political" line (in Germany and Russia) which are not so very dissimilar.
Notice should be taken of a growing tendency in the nineteenth century to regard Europe and Asia as one continent, of which Europe was but the western peninsula: "Europe is properly speaking only a large peninsula terminating the vast Asiatic continent in the west" 9?; "strictly speaking, these two form only one continent, the natural division being not so strongly marked as to make a separation." 91 The name of Eurasia, given to the united continent by Suess in 1885, passed into common use. 92 Mackinder stressed the essential unity of "Euro-Asia," while noting that around this "heartland" of the "world-island," there were four appendages: peninsular Europe, South-west Asia, China and India. Within the "Euro-Asian" heartland he included most of Russia, since the east-west alignment of climaticvegetational belts, continued from Asia, was of greater importance than the superficial north-south feature of the Urals.93 In 1913, Supan argued that Eurasia was an integral whole permitting division only into sub-continents; he did not consider Russia as part of Europe but the "European peninsula" had no greater claim to be detached from Asia than had India.94 A few other attempts were made to exclude Russia by taking her western frontier as Europe's limit 95 (Fig. 7E, line 1 
